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Dear Eric, 
Some more information about Smith of Ann Street: 


There was a bit of back and forth between Del Bland and Pete Smith about 
Smith of Ann Street in Penny-Wise, with the result that Pete Smith did some 
good research about Smith, including discovering his first name (William). 
The discussion is Del Bland, "A Defense of the G. Lee Kuntz Catalog", PW, 
January 15, 1992, page 47; Pete Smith, "Thoughts on Five Topics, with 
Particular Consideration of Smith Counterfeits," PW, May 15, 1992, pp. 
169-171; Pete Smith, "William D. Smith: Facts and Speculation" PW, July 15, 
1992, pp. 291-292; Pete Smith, "Woodward on Smith" PW, November 15, 1992, 
pp. 416-418. 


I am convinced that Smith also tooled colonials: these tooled colonials have 
been mentioned in the pages of the Colonial News-Letter as "What’s its." I 
sent in to CNL photocopies of pages from the American Journal of Numismatics 
about a New Jersey "What’s it," which indicate that it was done by Smith. 
Gary Trudgen added much material to this, so it became much finer article. 
The article is John Kleeberg and Gary Trudgen, "What’sit? State Coppers" in 
CNL 99, (April 1995) pp. 1489-1494. 


Now you’re going to love this one, if you don’t know it already - Smith also 
tooled a half cent. The photograph is at the head of the article by George 
R. Ross, "The Half Cent Varieties of 1793" The Numismatist, September 1915, 
page 310. The attribution to Smith is in Ross’ article, "Die Varieties of 
Half Cents - 1793-1857" The Numismatist, May 1916, p. 216. It is also 
mentioned (although Breen could not locate it) in Breen’s half cent book: 


Walter Breen, Walter Breen’s Encyclopedia of United States Half Cents, 
Ty9S=1657 4( 1983) pe Ss 


Thank you for your letter about the strawberry leaf cent. I will send you 
the draft of my article when I get it into some sort of reasonable shape - I 
am finding it very difficult to complete it because other things keep on 
getting in the way. A statement by you of your opinion on the strawberry 
leaf cent matter could be included in the article and would add to it, in my 
opinion. 


All the best, 
neh 
John Kleeberg 


vw 


Ser.foca Comming 
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Analysis of a possible Smith of Ann St. counterfeit cent 


Altered date from 1794 to 1793, lettered edge with terminal 
leaf pointing up. 





After carefully studying the Noyes picture book and comparing 
the altered coin with the variety listings, it is my opinion that 
the altered coin was originally an S.60 with reverse DD. Although 
it is not a perfect fit due to the numerous alterations on both 
obverse and reverse, this is the closest match. 

The normally diagnostic edgewise leaf (lowest inside right 
pair) is not apparent but in its place is a double leaf - such that 
it would correspond to the edgewise leaf having beem expanded to 
a double regular leaf at this spot. The wreath makes perhaps the 
strongest case for the DD reverse, with its high right ribbon, and 
ribbon missing knot on left features. The thick distinct knot 
itself is a match. The shape of the bow is closer to this bow than 
others. The location of the ribbons’ bisection of the stems matches 
up extremely well. Another diagnostic on this reverse is a low T 
in CENTS. In EPN’s altered coin, the T seems ill proportioned and 
Squat as if the foot of the T had been tooled down. The tops of 
the letters correspond to the low T pictures for the DD reverse. 
Another letter feature which corresponds is the high E in ONE. The 
top of the E is abowe the top of the N in ONE and the Bottom of the 
E is clearly above the bottom of N. 

The other convincing feature is the fraction. The numerator 
number styling is the same, the bar length (short not covering the 
second 0 in 100 or the i in 100) lines up perfectly. The second 0 
in 100 is higher than the first which also corresponds to S60 DD. 
The numerals may have been tooled a little but look similar. 

The wreath was frankly a problem, not completely solved. The 
number and location of berries on the EPN alteration is not among 
any of the 1793 or 1794 varieties. This having been said, many of 
the combinations of leaf positions vis a vis letters are accurate; 
triple leaf by O of OF, double leaf by E of ONE, etc. The berries 
match in total number, but the number on each side is reversed. The 
EPN alteration has 5 berries left and 6 berries right whereas S60 
DD has 5 berries right and 6 berries left. The berries are correct 
with regards to total number inside/outside the wreath but the 
locations do not correspond. 

Another problem is the stem which ends under second A in 
AMERICA. The stem is too short and on S60 DD, this stem is close 
to the A and blunt. On the alteration, the stem is much shorter and 
the end hooks almost parallel to the A with a sharp point. 

Yet another problem is the spacing of the letters of AMERICA. 
On S60-DD, there is more space between the terminal CA than between 
the IC of AMERICA. On the alteration, the opposite is true; the CA 
are very close and there is a large gap between the I and C. 

Neither of the above two problems correspond to diagnostic 
features for S12 or S13 so there would have been no reason to make 
those mistakes on purpose. 

I have also studied the obverse for fun and to help me train 


my eye. Here are some observations as to alterations. If the forger 
were trying to create or imitate any variety I believe that variety 
would have been S12 or S13 (reverses K or L). Probably S13 reverse 
Le 

First I believe that both LIBERTY and 1793 were entirely 
recut. On the S60, the 1 in 1794 nearly touches a lock of hair at 
Miss Liberty’s neck. On the alteration there is lots of room. On 
the word LIBERTY the spacing of individual letters is wrong and the 
placement of the word LIBERTY is wrong by a substantial amount. 
LIBERTY should end much further down her forehead than it does on 
the alteration. The T and Y in LIBERTY are touching at the top 
serifs, a feature not seen on any true varieties of 1793 cents. The 
letters are generally much closer together than they should be. 
There is what looks to be a die break repair beginning with two 
beads in the border (not repaired as they stayed joined) and 
running straight down through the top right side crossbar of T 
nearly at the serif through the crossbar down through the foot of 
the T (nicking the bottom right serif) and stopping shortly 
thereafter. The whole crack/break was tooled or repaired. The 
latters and numbers appear to be smaller on the alteration, thus, 
even though they are too close, they do not look especially crowded 
because they are smaller. Therefore, even though they are too close 
together, they still take up less total space than they should and 
placements are therefore thrown off. 

The numerals in 1793 are not very close to S12 or S13. The 
9 in 1793 is much too thick, especially in the loop. The bottom 
of the 3 is too blunt on the altered coin, especially if Smith was 
imitating S12 or 13 which both have distinct end flourishes. The 
true coins have prominent almost hooked lines coming up off the 
bottom of the 3, ending in sharp points either vertically or at an 
angle back toward the body of the 3. 

Perhaps the biggest problem with this attribution is the pole. 
Obiverse 29 (S60) is|' essentially a no pole. I believe this coin was 
switched to a pole variety by giving Miss Liberty a drastic hair 
cut and adding the pole in place of some hair. The angle of the 
hair streaming back is much sharper (acute angle) than on other 
coins. Almost as if Miss Liberty’s head suddenly got flatter in 
back. The hair is unlike any other variety with apparent added 
detail as far as locks are concerned. Another odd factor is that 
the liberty pole is much too short. It ends well before any of the 
other varieties. 

The dentilation on this coin is supposed to be heavy and 
pointed which added to the forger’s trouble since the 1793’s needed 
beaded borders. The planchet is further described as a thick 
planchet variety, which might have made people less suspicious of 
the coin in general. 





Ne-faee A 
Sept /7% 7 


Origins of the plain edge Counterfeit 1793 (S-8) one cent 
piece which is possibly a Smith of Ann St. Counterfeit. 


This effort at identification through analysis of the reverse 
of this counterfeit is complicated by the fact that the forger 
made numerous alterations to the rewerse, leaves, berries, stems, 
letter style (wavy bottom serifs) thickness of letters etc. 

There was no definite match to any previously recorded obverse 
or reverse. William Noyes’ picture book on Early Date Large Cents 
served as my primary reference in this project. 

The conclusion I have reached, although it is by no means a 
fully confident one, is that the counterfeit 1793 began life as a 
1798 (S.171). Generally this makes some sense as the alterer does 
not have to remove the liberty cap and pole. The Obverse lettering 
is different from all genuine 1793’s in part because the forger had 
to artifically tilt Miss Liberty’s head, slanting her forehead 
before beginning the curls and rearranging her throat to the 
flowing hair style. Although it would have made sense to simply 
recut the 8 into a 3 and leave the rest of the date alone, the 
alterer changed at least the 798. The style of the numbers was 
different from 1793, so the alterer went to work. 

On the reverse, the edge dentil pattern conforms to the 
exisiting pattern on the specimen in the Noyes book. Where small 
dentils are present they are represented as small beads on the ctf. 
Where there are no dentils on the original, the alteration has 
relatively large dentils shaped more like beads as that is what 
they were supposed to be. I spent a great deal of time trying to 
match the distinctive N’s in ONE CENT to a reverse die. Finally it 
occurred to me that they might be diagnostic on the 1793, and after 
checking several 1793s, I realized that the alterer/counterfeiter 
had noticed the distinctive N’s as well. They are no doubt part of 
the alteration. The leaves, berries, ribbons and stems were also 
completely redone, so they were of no diagnostic value. Most of the 
letters had altered serifs, especially on the bottom to conform to 
the 1793 style. This hampered using letter style as a reliable 
diagnostic. That really left me with letter position. This too 
seemed somewhat tentative because of the amount of letter recutting 
already in evidence on the reverse and the total repositioning and 
recutting of LIBERTY on the obverse. The fraction also seemed a 
safe diagnostic. 


Numbers in the fraction look correct as to style and position. 
The fraction bar is very obviously altered, The genuine coins of 
this variety have a very short fraction bar. I believe it was 
lengthened by the forger. It still does not cover the second high 
zero in 100. I have tried to line up the relative position of the 
letters assuming that small amounts of recutting would be attempted 
rather than totally recutting of all the letters. On the 
counterfeit, the relative placement is letters is very close 
to S171 though not an exact match. The D in UNITED is across from 
the space between ONE and CENT. The E in UNITED is across from C 
in CENT. The T in CENT is across from the E in AMERICA. The only 


non-exact match is the second S in STATES is not directly above the 
N in ONE, but it is close. The C in CENT is, like the genuine, 
leaning a bit to the right. The top of the C was recut, adding an 
upper serif to try to lessen the lean. | 

The other important diagnostic has been the letter spacing in 
the word AMERICA. On the counterfeit, the spacing is fairly large 
and the terminal A is too low. The center bar of the A meets the 
terminus of the C (the upsweeping point of the C). The bottoms of 
the letters have all had wavy serifs added to corresipond to 1793, 
and the bottom of the terminal A im AMERICA is completely closed 
by the serifs joining. This feature did not corespond to any 
orginal genuine coin. In the word AMERICA the I and the R are close 
to each other while there is generous space between the I and the 
C. Especially the IC space was an important diagnostic because few 
genuine pieces have this spacing. In many genuine coins, several 
of the letters in AMERICA are joined together by bottom serifs. Not 
the case on the counterfeit. While I could not find any 
correspondence, it is worth noting that the middle second crossbar 
of the F in OF is too short and the serifs too large. More evidence 
of recutting on reverse lettering. 

Although I have tried, there may not be enough clues to make 
a truly definitive identification of the host coin for this 
alteration. I will be glad to lend my eyes to your analysis when 
the time comes and if my 2 cents can help, I will be pleased. 


If you or Tett or anyone else has another opinion, I will be 
glad to look again and see if I can agree. 





Analysis of a plain edged Smith of Ann St. altered cent of 
1794/93 


Identified as S8 by EPN. Obverse 9, reverse G 


After carefully comparing the altered coin with the Noyes picture 
book I have made the following observations. 
Differences from reverse G: 


1) No center dot between the EN of CENT on altereation 
also E and N are too close to each other. 


2) Last outside berry stem on left (top) contains only 5 
instead of 6 berries. This stem terminates under the E of 
STATES. Rewerse G has this stem ending under the second S 
in STATES. 


3) Second A in AMERICA has the bottom of the A closed all the 
way across by connecting lower serifs ( ). 


4) N in ONE has the first leg intercepting the middle leg too 
far down the slope of the middle leg ( ) instead of (_ ). 


5) Fraction bar is NOT long. Noyes indicates the bar is 
almost touching the ribbons on both ends. This diagnostic 
does not describe the altered coin. on the alteration the 
bar doesn’t even completely cover the second 0O in 100. 


6) First berry branch to right of the bow inside the wreath 
should fork, one branch going under the N of CENT, the 
other branch going right under T of CENT with 2 berries on 
it. On the altered coin, the right branch is entirely 
missing. The left branch goes further under the Nand 
includes the two additional berries that should have been 
on the missing branch. 


7) First lower serif on E in ONE extends to the left farther 
than the top corresponding serif. They are even on the G 
reverse. 


8) The top of the C in CENT should be almost flat as it is on 
reverse G. The altered coin has a noticeably curving top 
to the C and there seems to be tooling marks at 16x 
magnification. 


There is also damage to two dentils which seems to reveal 
there heavy pointed past. Beginning at 1793 follow three long locks 
of hair clockwise to two smaller locks of hair, opposite these 
smaller hair locks are two damaged beads which seem to reveal long 
pointed dentils below. Above the D in UNITED there are two damaged 
beads which seemingly create an umlaut although the shape of the 
marks suggest they could be from a number punch or clash. 


Nes 








Many pairs of beads have joined together. 


The obverse of this coin, identified as obverse 9, is here 
with compared to the altered coin with the following observations: 


Noyes claims 7 is the tallest figure in the date, on the 
altered coin it appears the 9 is tallest. The 9 has been damaged 
by either clashing or tooling. There was no evidence of the die 
breaks which Noyes suggested as common. There is also some apparent 
tooling to the stem above the date. 

The serifs on the Y of LIBERTY touch each other, effectively 
closing the top of the Y ( ). 

As discussed, Miss Liberty’s hair shows too much detail, 
separations not evident in any photos. 

Indications of a die break repaired between the T and Y of 
LIBERTY. 

Despite all of the above, 9 — G is still by far the best 
correspondence. The key diagnostics Stem above date points up and 
unique location of trefolis om the reverse confirm the 
identification (as if I need to point this out). 
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ERIC P. NEWMAN NUMISMATIC EDUCATION SOCIETY 


6450 Cecil Avenue, St. Louis, Missouri 63105 


Del Bland September 19, 1997 
1928 North Evergreen 
Mill Creek, WA 98012 


De:ar Del: 


I was looking through my counterfeit US material and came 
across two 1793 Smith of Ann Street coins I had not seen in 
decades. 

On examining them I was amazed to find that both were made 
from 1793 cents, not from 1794 as I previously had assumed. 

The libery cap undercoin I cannot identify and Le could be a 
new variety but Smith was so clever I can’t tell what he changed 
and what he didn’t change. 

I enclose pictures of the coins and my notations about then. 
Can you diagnose the liberty cap variety from which the coin I have 
originated. 

That would be most helpful. If I should send the coin or both 
eoins tovvyou a wilt do so if that is desirable. 


Thanks, 


Eric P. Newman 


ee 


ERIC P. NEWMAN NUMISMATIC EDUCATION SOCIETY 


6450 Cecil Avenue, St. Louis, Missouri 63105 


Del Bland September 29, 1997 
1928 North Evergreen 


Mill Creek, WA 98012 
Certified Mail 





Dear Del: 


As you requested I am enclosing for your study two Smith 
o794- )"eaecerea’’ 0.5. .).Cents. You already have my notations 
describing them. 

The Liberty Cap cent I might have acquired as a genuine piece 
from William Hesslein, a Boston dealer, about 1930 for $25. When 
fwas told it was altered I tried to return it and get a refund but 
he disappeared. I then typed on my envelope that it was altered 
from a 1794 which is wrong. I learned a great lesson from that 
transaction. 

The wreath cent I have had for over 50 years. Whether it came 
from the B.G. Johnson stock or from the Green collection I have no 
idea but I ended up with it as a worthless item for my large box 
Ot fakes. 

ie took sforwara sto, your Gpimion,. particularly as to the 
undercoin for the 1793 Liberty Cap which mystifies me. Maybe I 
have a new variety. 

If you take mice pictures please send me prints. Please 
return the coins after they have served your purpose. 


My best to you, 


ee 


SENDER: 


=Complete items 1 and/or 2 for additional services. | also wish to receive the 
=Complete items 3, 4a, and 4b. following services (for an 
=Print your name and address on the reverse of this form so that we can return this | extra fee): 
card to you. : 
® Attach this form to the front of the mailpiece, or on the back if space does not 1. ( Addressee’s Address 
permit. 
"Write “Return Receipt Requested” on the mailpiece below the article number. 2. CI Restricted Delivery 
=The Retum Receipt will show to whom the article was delivered and the date 
delivered. Consult postmaster for fee. 
3. Article Addressed to: 4a. Article Number 


Mr. Dal Bland Mey a joe 


4b. Service Type 


\ 9.23 NJ. NES Oe CeN)  |O Registered teEertified 


(J Express Mai O Insured 


Mill Creek, WA __ |prichmragladetheetig 01 con 


ior [re 


5. Received By: (Print Name) 8. Addressegss 











and fee i&‘palt 
6. Signature 


aw &: 72 o ae ZPIZAT\ ‘ tt : ij ‘ 
PS Form 8811, December 1994 102595-97-8-01727 Domestic Return Receipt 





i a eS ee 


Is your RETURN ADDRESS completed on the reverse side? 





Thank you for using Return Receipt Service. 
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ERIC P. NEWMAN NUMISMATIC EDUCATION SOCIETY 


6450 Cecil Avenue, St. Louis, Missouri 63105 


Delmar Bland December) 2997 
1928 North Evergpeen 
Mill Creek, WA 98012 


Dear Del: 


The pictures of my two 1793 Smith alterations sent with your 
November 20, 1997 letter are superb. I am very appreciative and 
will thank your Superior source if you feel I should. 

The 1793 Liberty Cap still has me baffled. The photographic 
enlargement of the beads on both sides makes Le} virrgably 
impossible for them to have been cut from 1794 denticles because 
of their shape, their uniformity, amd the open space outside their 
cirele: 

You gave my theory wonderful support by pointing our that “Ele 
reverse dent was original. ie has a dot sloping. imtoo the: dent 
Thus that dot seems very untampered. If so the others are real. 

If it is a new variety) of “either sa 1793 obVerse Or reverse Or 
both your comment about the leaf pointing up after DOLLAR is 
inapplicable. Would you be able to have Superior take several 
pictures of the edge and make enlargements of faces and edge that 
can be put in PennyWise to see what the readers think: ;Avou, would 
not have to give your opinion or even get your name involved if you 
do not want to. As far as I am concerned you can use your name as 
the one who submits the problem. 

I told you these were in my junk box of counterfeit, altered 
and forged pieces, but I have many spectacular pieces there, even 
an 1804 US half dollar guaranteed by the famous expert B. Max Mehl 
as genuine, but unfortunately, an altered date. 


Thank you for checking my pieces. Let me know what you think. 
My best* 


“Ng ae bee 


Eric P. Newman 





ERIC P. NEWMAN NUMISMATIC EDUCATION SOCIETY 


6450 Cecil Avenue, St. Louis, Missouri 63105 


December 9, 1997 
To: Del Bland 


From: Eric P. Newman 


1793 LIBERTY CAP SMITH CENT ALTERATION 


From a further study of the beads or dots on my Liberty Cap 
1793 Smith cent I find the obverse has 112 beads and the reverse 
has 96 beads. 

There are four known obverses of 1793 Liberty Cap cents with 
obverse beads as follows: 


Soe ear S 94 
se 96 
Sa5y & 16 oF 
Ne i6 96 


There are two known reverses of 1793 Liberty Cap cents with 
beads as follows: 


6.12 be45 85 
Sia ey dean NC. 6 91 


The closer the beads are to the perimeter of the die the more 
beads are needed. The farther the circle of beads is from the 
perimeter the fewer beads are needed. This could account for the 
larger number of obverse beads when compared to the number of 
reverse beads. 

You can alter a coin by lowering the field and then 
strengthening the raised parts. You can trim and sharpen raised 
parts. You can create some new raised parts by not lowering the 
field in those areas. To a minor extent you can push raised parts 
to a nearby position. To create a new raised, part is very 
ALpiacult, 

I do not think it is possible for an alterer to create round 
beads out of wedge shaped dentils as used on 1794 cents even if 
some are blunt on their inner end. My piece is obviously a genuine 
coin from the expression on the face and from the edge lettering, 
even though altered elsewhere. 

The alteration on the obverse is limited. The emd of the pole 
may have been shortened. The flat top of the cap may have been 
brought to a point. The date seems sharpened and reformed. The 
hair seems recut. (A Barber didn’t do it). The ear and hair were 
prioobably worn considerably. 

On the reverse there is more reshaping. The leaf under M has 


a spear shaped end. The letters: in ONE (CENT “have” unnatural 
bifurcation cut outs as do some of the outside legend. The 
fraction bar seems shortened. The last 0 of 100 is recut poorly. 

Another comment is that the circular legend on the reverse has 
so much space between I C that the original die should have been 
rejected. It also has poor spacing between OF and AM.) Ine’ alcerer 
would not have moved the I C so far apart as that is too poor 
workmanship for that skilled an artisan. It is a bigger space than 
any 1794. 

Tf) it: could » beiiral (1794) | aimdercoin ter) us examine ya 
characteristic of my piece which was apparently not distrubed. The 
ends of the wreath stems on the reverse of my piece bend downward 
sharply from a natural continuation of the stem direction going 
into the bow. There are very few 1794 pieces which have that 
characteristic, but those are S-19, 20, 21; S-29, 30: and S-63. 
Examining those three reverses I find both stem ends on 19 are very 
close to the ribbon and the letters are very close to the border 
dentils; I find that on S29 a leaf point is under the right base 
of the T in CENT and ME are far apart; and I find that on S-63 that 
a leaf point iS very near the right base of T in CENT and the 
letters are close to the dentils. None of these characteristics 
fit those of my alteration. I cannot find any 1794 cent which has 
enough matched parts to those which I do not feel are altered in 
my coll. 

The lettered edge 1795 cents do not match my coin. 

As to the edge lettering I hawe no data as to leaf up after 
DOLLAR or leaf down after DOLLAR on 1793 or 1794 CENTS except for 
a few. Were these two edge dies the only ones for 1794, what was 
used for 1793 and are there cents which used both edge letter 
varieties in 1793 or 1794. 

I am more and more convinced that the original coin could be 
a new obverse and new reverse of 1793. There is no other Smith 
alteration anything like this one so far as I know. 

I suggest having the problem put in P-W as I previously wrote. 


ERIC P. NEWMAN NUMISMATIC EDUCATION SOCIETY 


6450 Cecil Avenue, St. Louis, Missouri 63105 


Jules Reiver December 11, 1997 
1802 Forrest Rd. 
Wilmington, DE 19810 


De:ar Jules: 


I am glad you wrote to me. You are the die variety guru and 
I need your help. 

I have a 1793 Liberty Cap cent which is a so-called Smith of 
Ann Street alteration. Its weight is reduced by wirtue of the 
alteration. Its edge lettering is perfect. I cannot figure out 
from what genuine coin it is altered. I believe it could be a new 
variety of obverse and reverse of 1793. The reverse could have 
been discarded or held back because the IC of AMERICA was too 
separated to be acceptable and the obverse was not needed because 
the S-14 with bisecting die break did not fail. I cannot match it 
to any known 1793, 1794 or 1795. Please note the perfection of the 
beaded border on both sides which is a 1793 characteristic only. 
Will you give me your opinion. I enclose its photocopy. I enclosed 
my comments about it. 

Please guide me to a solution. 


My best, _ 


a 


Eric P. Newman 


2, LA 
Gs Serica aid 
one 1928 N. Evergreen 


Mill Creek, WA 98012 
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ERIC P. NEWMAN NUMISMATIC EDUCATION SOCIETY 


6450 Cecil Avenue, St. Louis, Missouri 63105 


January 9, 1998 


Mr. Jules Reiver 
1802 Forest Road 
Wilmington, DE 19810 
Dear Jules: 


This enclosed Bland letter just came and is a reminder to ask you if 
you have looked into this matter as yet. 


Bland's comments appear very inconclusive to me. 


If it is a pair of unknown 1793 dies, the edge leaf could be pointed 
either way as it would be at the end of 1793 or very early 1794. 


The coin was not smooth before Smith got it as its weight is 184.5 grains, 
is at least 90% of its original weight, and the face on the obverse 

does not seem to have been tampered with. 

The reverse dent slightly bulges the edge next to it but does not affect 
the obverse because the coin is thick and could have been dented by 

being dropped or bumped with the obverse not involved. 

Let me hear from you. 

Happy 1998. 


Sincerely, 


EPN: bv 


Phone: 212/234-3130 
Fax: 212/234-3381 
E-mail: Info@AmNumSoc.Org 





THE:-AMERICAN -NUMISMATIC: SOCIETY 


(FOUNDED 1858 + INCORPORATED !I86S5) 


BROADWAY: AT -15574-STREET 


NEW" YORK: REY. 1G G52 
April 4, 1998 


Eric P. Newman 

Eric P. Newman Numismatic Education Society 
6450 Cecil Avenue 

St. Louis MO 63105 


Dear Eric; 


I have examined carefully the cent tooled by William Smith of Ann Street, 
New York City, to make a 1793 cent. It is my opinion that it was made from 
a 1794 cent of Hays 3 (S-18) variety. Although it certainly took much work 
to change all those denticles into dots, Smith is known to have done this on 
other coins: a specimen in the ANS collection, donated by Clapp, is a Smith 
made out of a 1794 cent, Hays 43 (S-22). Del Bland thought that your coin 
might have been a Hays 43 (S-22). I have fixed on the Hays 3 because the 
obverse bust is a perfect match - note the curl of the hair below the T of 
LIBERTY, the double chin, and the pointed nose. The reverse is a problem. 
I think it is the reverse of Hays 3, but there are two distinguishing marks 
- the cluster of three leaves below the O of OF (this is what probably led 
Del to Hays 43) and the very broad M in AMERICA which do not correspond. If 
we were to rely on the very broad M in AMERICA to attribute the coin, we 
would be led to the varieties at the end of 1794: §-57 onwards, where the M 
is broader; but these have only two leaves below the 0 of OF, not three. I 
also examined all heavy planchet varieties of 1795 (through to S-76), and 
eliminated them as well. LIBERTY is close to the bust in the varieties 
towards the end of 1794 and i795; furthermore’), join of the hair and the 
forehead is treated entirely different at the end of 1794 and in 1795 than 
Lt 4¢a in- the beginning. So although it is more difficult to match up the 
reverse than the obverse, I think Hays 3 is the best match. Hays 2, which 
shares the same obverse, is ruled out by the sunken reverse, as Del pointed 


Out to me. Hays 3, at any rate, is my conclusion - I don’t know if Del 
would agree with me on that or not. 


Thanks for letting me see this coin. It is very interesting. I am 


considering that at some point I shall assemble all the Smith material - 
the colonial alterations (known as the "what’s its") and the cents - and 


work it up into the book. But please keep an eye out for the 1793 half cent 
which Smith created. 


/ 


All the, best, 


/ 4 
j 


YW FIV 


John Kleeberg 





ERIC P. NEWMAN NUMISMATIC EDUCATION SOCIETY 


6450 Cecil Avenue, St. Louis, Missouri 63105 


Del Bland Aprigl 23. 1996 
L928 Nes Bvergrecn 
Mill Creek, WA 98012 


Dear Del: 


You have already studied my Smith of Ann Street 1793 Liberty 
Cap cent alteration. I have worked on it further and I sent it to 
John Kleeberg. He feels it is S.18 based upon obverse features but 
cannot explain the features of the reverse. I am still puzzled. 

I examined the ANS piece which is the only other piece I know 
of altered into a 1793 Liberty Cap and wonder if you know of any 
others. 

The ANS piece has 121 dots on the obverse and 101 dots on the 
reverse. My piece has 112 dots on the obverse and 96 dots on the 
reverse. All known genuine 1793 Liberty Caps have 91, 94, 96 or 97 
dots on the obverse and 85 or 91 dots on the reverse. 

My piece has many unusual features to conceal its identity, 
particularly on the reverse. The M in AMERICA is very wide due to 
the angle of the second diagonal. The I and C are very far apart. 
The top of each sprig has a single leaf, the cluster under O has 
three leaves. The tops of the two leaves to the right of the base 
of T in CENT are ewen with the base line of T and distant from T. 
The center of the tops of the ribbon loops are horizontal. The 
lettering is distamt for the border dots and the edges. The T of 
CENT is upright and its top is higher than the top of the adjacent 
N. 

On the obverse the lower curl points downward. The double 
chin seems exactly like S.18 and S.19 and does not seem to have 
been tampered with. That feature seems diagnostic. 

The lettered edge reads normally with the obverse on top. 

Would you be nice enough to study the photograph of my piece 
again (for which I thank you) and see if you come to any further 
conclusions as to whether the undercoin is §.18 or S.19. 

What a skillful, meticulous, deceiving artist Smith must have 
been. 


Sincerely, / 


Eric P. Newman 
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Pete Smith i 2 


Most of what we knew about Smith of Ann Street came from the catalogs 
of William Elliot Woodward. Following are a series of Woodward listings 
that relate to Smith. These are not easily available to a researcher who 
does not have the catalogs. My thanks go to Dick Punchard who provided a 
list of these references, to John Kleeberg who provided photocopies of two 
of the catalogs and to Remy Bourne who let me look at the rest. 


(1) Woodward sale April 28, 29, 30, and May 1, 1863; Lot 1022: 
"1793 Wreath, splendid specimen; has been tooled or re-engraved."” 


(2) Woodward sale December 19, 1863; Lot 984: 
"1793 Altered from 1794, good - to cheat with." 


(3) Woodward sale October 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 1864; Lot 2719: 
"1799 Cent, an alteration, one of Mr. Smith’s best. [Note: This is the 
earliest reference to Smith yet found. ] 


(4) Woodward sale March 20, 21, 22, 23, 24, 25, 1865; Lot 1807: 

"1793 Flowing hair, edge lettered, "One hundred for a dollar;" very 
beautiful, warranted genuine, but has been improved by Mr. Smith. As a work 
of art this cent is a wonder, the head in its present state being more 
artistic and beautiful in appearance than any cent ever issued from the U.S. 
mint." (realized $8.50) 


(5) Woodward sale December 10, 1866; Lot 303: 

"1793 Unique variety; obv head with flowing hair; rev. wreath, stars and 
stripes on the edge. One of Mr. Smith’s make, and a more artistic and 
beautiful coin than was ever issued by the U. S. Mint.” (realized $7.00) 


(6) Woodward’s Thirty-Second Sale October 13, 14, 15, 16, 1880; Lot 196: 
"1793 Flowing hair; rev., wreath; edge with bars and vines. This cent, 
which surpasses in beauty of design and perfection of workmanship any coin 
that ever yet emanated from the U.S. Mint, is from the private work-shop of 
Mr. Smith, late of Ann Street, New York. Probably no fabricator of false 
coins who ever worked could surpass in artistic excellence the works of 
Smith, an example of which occasionally is brought to ‘light."(realized 6.75) 


(7) Woodward’s Thirty-Sixth Sale April 4, 5, 6, 7, 1881; Lot 331: 

"1793 Totally different, both obverse and reverse. from any described 
variety of the 1793 Cent, and of a design far surpassing in artistic beauty 
any Cent ever issued from the United States Mint: probably the work of the 
late Mr. Smith." (realized $3.00) 


(8) Woodward’s Forty-Seventh Sale June 6-7, 1882; Lot 710: 
"1793 Unlike any other and probably the work of Smith; obv., nearly fine; 
rev., very poor; lettered edge;, a numismatic curiosity." (realized $.51) 


(9) Woodward’s Forty-Ninth Sale July 11-12, 1882; Lot 333: 

"1793 Flowing hair; rev., chain; the edge has bars and vines. The reverse 
of this Cent is, without doubt, genuine; the bust and date differ from any 
other variety, and I suspect may be the work of Smith. late of Ann St., N. 
Y. It is a very curious piece." (realized $1.43) 


-416- 


(10) Same as above; Lot 334 "1793 Flowing hair; rev., wreath. edge plain; 
the obv. at least of this piece is known to be Smith’s work, and it is 
certainly a handsomer design than appears on any cent ever issued by the U. 
S. Mint; in fine condition and a most remarkable piece of work." 


(11) Woodward’s Sixty-Seventh Sale May 26, 27, 28, 29, 1884; Lot 823: 

"The twelve pieces following are electrotype copies of fraudulent imitations 
of the cent of 1793. When and where they originated is not now known; but 
as I believe that no man in this country, with one exception, was ever 
capable of making one of them, I have no hesitation in attributing the first 
nine to the late Mr. Smith, of Ann St., N.Y. They are imitations of genuine 
pieces but are without exception marked improvements on any of the designs 
ever originated in the U.S. Mint. They form a remarkable collection, not 
unworthy a place in the finest cabinet." 


(12) Same as above; Lot 831 "1793 Cent It deceived Mr. Levick, and he 
declares it to be identical with his No. 7, rev E; tooled by Smith or 
someone else. I have no hesitation in pronouncing it one of this series of 
imitations.” 


(13) Same as above; Lot 832 "1793 Cent Altered from a ’94, probably the 
work of Smith, but unworthy his name and fame." 


(14) Same as above; Lot 833 "1793 Cent Copied from a fine original, but 
shows tooling of the hair, which I think was done by Breschemin of 
Philadelphia." 


(15) Woodward’s Seventy-First Sale February 24-25, 1885; Lot 671: 
"Flowing hair, Liberty without period, above three leaves under the bust; 
the rev. milled, with a series of dots, bears the usual inscription; the 
wreath is of numerous large pointed leaves of laurel; interspersed with 
stems bearing from two to five berries each; to the left three shamrocks, 
the right two; the edge is ornamented with bars, crosses, etc. This 
beautiful piece is probably the work of the late Mr. Smith, an artist in 
this line, who lived without equal and died leaving no successor. At no 
distant day the works of Mr. Smith will be earnestly sought and liberally 
paid for, for beauty and originality they are unequalled, and this is one of 
the finest examples." 

t 
(16) Woodward’s Seventy-Eight Sale September 15, 16, 17 1885; Lot 1186: 
"1793 Flowing hair. Small "Liberty" above the head; rev., wreath, plain 
edge. This appears to be a fine electrotype of one of Smith’s wonderful 
works." 


(17) Woodward’s Eightieth Sale December 16, 17, 18, 19, 1885; Lot 1336: 
"1793 Flowing hair, plain edge; obv and rev. of original design, by Mr. 
Smith, of Ann St.,; whose artistic work is now exciting a renewed interest. 
I think this is an electrotype.” 


COMMENTS: 


Item 4 realized $8.50. The next item in that sale, an uncirculated 
1794, realized $8.75. Item 5 realized $7.00. In the same sale an 
uncirculated 1796 cent also realized $7.00. The Smith cents realized good 
prices compared to others at that time. 
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I included items 1 and 2 because they show items not attributed to 
Smith by Woodward. This is a hint but not proof that Woodward may have 
learned about Smith some time between 1863 and 1864. 


Item 9 was a Chain Cent with vine and bars edge. The edge is correct 
for the type. Woodward believed the reverse was genuine. Indeed it is 
curious. 


Item 4 has a lettered edge. It might have been altered from an $1lb or 
Slic. It may have been altered from a 1794 or 1795 lettered edge. 


Item 5 is described as having "stars and stripes" on the edge. It 
might be another way to describe the vine and bars edge. It might also have 
had an engraved edge. 


Items 6 is a Wreath Cent with vine and bars edge which is correct for 
the type. Item 7 does not have an edge description. The obverse and 
reverse also cannot be identified. Item 8 has a lettered edge but the type 
is not identified. Item 10 has a plain edge. It could have been made from 
just about anything. Item 15 has a nice description of the type with an 
edge with bars and crosses. It is possible that alterations included 
engraving the edge. 


Items 11, 16 and 17 are described as electrotypes. I was not 
previously aware that there were electrotypes of Smith alterations. What 
happened to these pieces in the past hundred years? Where are they now? 


Item 14 is attributed to Breschemin of Philadelphia. Has any other 
piece ever been offered at auction attempting to get a high price based on 
the Breschemin name? 


There are six pieces attributed to Smith with an edge device that can 
be identified. Two were correct for the type. Four pieces have 
questionable edges. There is no proof in the Woodward descriptions that the 
Chain or Wreath cents were altered from the lettered edge pieces of 1794 or 
1795. 


Crosby (1897) does not describe edge devices. . On the Crosby plate the 
Chain and Wreath cents appear to be on 26 mm planchets while the Liberty Cap 
type is on a 29 mm planchet. Here again, there is no proof that these were 
altered from the cents of other years. 


Woodward frequently described the pieces as beautiful. Crosby shows 
pieces with low relief on rough planchets. I would not call a Crosby 
"Smith" cent more beautiful than a high grade original. Did Woodward have a 
different standard for beauty or did Crosby illustrate pieces not described 
by Woodward? Is beauty in the eye of the beholder or is beauty in the pen 
of the cataloguer? 


I have been on the trail of Smith for almost a year. My search for his 
name paid off quite well. My attempt to prove the definition of a Smith 
counterfeit is no closer than it was in the beginning. However, I am still 
convinced of one thing. If the numismatic community cannot agree on the 
definition, auction companies should be very careful about what they 
describe as a Smith counterfeit. 
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THOUGHTS ON FIVE TOPICS tid ae ty | 
With Particular Consideration of Smith Counterfeits 
Pete Smith ey ae er MT So = 


Thoughts on Reactions: Robert Miller asked for the opinion of the 
membership and fewer than one member out of a hundred responded. I have 
written more than twenty articles for P-W and have probably gotten fewer 
than 10 letters of reaction. I believe that the "Names With Notes" series 
was one of more informative series ever published in P-W. If I based the 
success on reader reaction, I would have dropped the series after the second 
installment. 


Would EAC be worse off if Bob Grellman got tired of writing "Late Date 
Cent Update" because he thought no one cared anymore? Would we be worse off 
if Denis Loring decided to collect proof cents in seclusion and keep his 
research to himself? Would we be worse off if John Wright stopped answering 
questions in print? Would we be worse off if Del Bland got tired of 
criticism and stopped keeping census data? How much support does the 
average EAC member give to the few people who keep the organization going? 


Frankly, I would like to get more reaction to the things I write. I 
would guess that the other writers would like to get some reactions. Even a 
negative reaction can be better than no reaction at all. 


Thoughts on Controversy: I disagreed in print with a Walter Breen 
opinion in 1986. Since then our times together have always been cordial and 
I still consider him a friend. I disagreed in print with a Michael Hodder 
opinion in 1989. I did not meet him until this year at ANA. Our 
conversations were cordial and I consider him a new friend. I disagreed 
with a Del Bland opinion in 1991. I hope that he and I remain friends. 


I made a mistake in print in 1986. I apologized to the offended party, 
Jack Robinson, and thought the issue was settled. Jack and I remained 
friends but people around us started taking sides and fighting. 


I believe controversy can be constructive if it leads to clarification 
of opinions. Controversy will be destructive if becomes a personal battle. 
In the case of the Smith/Bland controversy, remember that it is a 
disagreement over the opinions of the participants and not a personal battle 
between the combatants. 


Thoughts on Smith Counterfeits I: The first published reference to the 
"Smith counterfeits" is in a Woodward sale of December 10, 1866, in the 
description of lot 303, "One of Smith’s make, and a more artistic and 
Beautiful coin than was ever issued by the U.S. Mint." 


Crosby (1897) stated, "The heads are in low relief, the outlines when 
examined with a glass appear ragged, and the field rough, as though eaten 
out by acid, as they probably were." He did not describe the edge or state 
what they were made from. 


Richard Kenney in Struck Copies of Early American Coins (1952) restated 
previously known information but added little new. 


P-W of May 15, 1968, had a quiz with questions apparently submitted by 
Charles Davis. The answer to a question about Smith stated, "He is best 


=f69> XXV1I/150 


known for his engraved alterations of 1794-5 lettered edge cents to 1793, 
entirely new heads and borders as well as dates being imparted to the coins. 
They are lower in relief than the genuine; the field being somewhat 
roughened, and the numerals are not of the style of the genuine." 


In P-W for July 15, 1975, page 173, Walter Breen stated, "..the Smith 
*counterfeits’ which I have seen - about a dozen in all - are without 
exception genuine cents of 1794 entirely re-engraved to make 1793’s. .. I 


have never heard of a 1793 being ’improved’ by him, but it is not 
impossible." 


Most everything else I have read about the "Smith counterfeits" has 
been either (1) variations on the sources mentioned above or (2) uninformed 
garbage. When I commented on the Kuntz sale catalog, I was basing my 
opinion on these points: 


1. Smith counterfeits were made from lettered edge cents of 1794 or 1795. 
2. They had flat relief and rough fields. 


Bland stated (P-W 1-15-92, page 47) "No further discussion about this 
is necessary other than to say, if Pete had looked carefully at the edge of 
this cent and at the delicate tooling, he would have learned that Smith 
tooled worn 1793 cents in his workshop." The implication is that the 
coin has the vines and bars edge of Sheldon-8. I believe further discussion 
is appropriate. 


I have never examined any "Smith counterfeit" including the coin in the 
Kuntz sale. All I could go on was past published references. The Kuntz 
catalog did not mention the edge in the description. Bland compares the 
Kuntz sale example to Stacks 9/88 lot 35. That catalog description also 
does not mention the edge. Neither coin would be described as having flat 
relief. 


I am left with two possible conclusions: 


1. What has previously been published about the "Smith counterfeits" is 
incorrect. 

2. Since Kuntz lot 20 does not fit the description of a "Smith 
counterfeit," it is not a "Smith counterfeit." (If it doesn’t look 
like a duck or walk like a duck...) Perhaps it should have been 
described as a Sheldon-8 with details strengthened by engraving. Many 
coins of many dates have strengthened details. 


Thoughts on the "Smith Counterfeit" II: The Coin Galleries sale of 
February 12, 1992, lot 3250, is a well worn 1793 Wreath. It is described as 
"’Smith’ alteration with the large added date." It does not match the 
previously accepted description of a "Smith counterfeit." 


A young collector called and asked my opinion about this coin. My 
answer was something like: "I don’t like it. I don’t think it is a ’Smith 
Counterfeit.’ I wouldn’t bid on it. I wouldn’t recommend it for your 
collection. Other than that, you are free to form your own opinion." 


No coin can be traced back to the original Smith. More 1793 cents have 


been altered by people who aren’t named Smith. Catalogers should use more 
restraint in such descriptions that are not based on established criteria. 
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At an art auction, a funny looking painting by Pablo Picasso might 
bring millions. Another funny looking painting by Harry Schwartz might 
bring nothing. I am not enough of an art expert to tell the difference. At. 
a coin auction, an engraved alteration called a "Smith counterfeit" may 
bring a high price. A similar alteration by Harry Schwartz may be worth 
nothing. Can the average collector tell the difference? Does the average 
collector accept a description without question? 


The Kuntz piece realized $1375. Did the buyer think he was paying for 
a nice "Smith" cent or for a re-engraved 1793? 


If a cataloger can’t tell the difference, he shouldn’t express an 
opinion. If he can tell the difference and intentionally over describes the 
Colin vit 1s) Prawd. 


A Prime Suspect is Found: The Minnesota Historical Society library has 
a copy of the New York City directory for 1863-64. On February 8 19925, 01 
checked this to see if I could find a Smith residing or working on Ann 
Street. An Elward Smith, carpenter, was listed as residing at 61 Ann 
Street. After about 1500 Smiths, I discovered this entry: 


Smith, William D. engraver, 1 Ann, hN. J. 


I realize that there is not yet any proven connection between William 
D. Smith and the "Smith counterfeits." I hope that my discovery of a first 
name may prompt someone else to do additional research. 


Thoughts on the Nicholas Catalog: The John Nicholas collection was 
included in "The Century Collection Sale" by Superior February 2-4, 1992. 
They chose to list two grades for each coin. First was a grade assigned by 
Del Bland as he interprets "EAC" grading and second was a grade assigned by 
PCGS. I applaud Superior for this decision and suggest that the catalog is 
"must reading” for the copper specialist. 


For most coins the two grades are different. I was most interested but 
not surprised to note those graded AU55 by Bland and MS63 by PCGS. 


We co-exist in parallel universes. One group of collectors prefers to 
use "EAC" grading and hates PCGS. One group prefers PCGS and hates "EAC" 
grading. I would suggest that both are valid for their constituents. 


Problems occur for those who attempt to mix the two systems. A coin 
might be described, "The only coin graded MS63 by PCGS. This places it at 
the top of the condition census of 60, 60, 60, 55, 55, 55." This is somewhat 
like saying that 150 degrees Fahrenheit is hotter than 100 degrees 
Centigrade. The two systems should never be mixed. 


Prospective bidders at the Nicholas sale had the opportunity to use 
whichever grading system they preferred. They also had the opportunity to 


learn how the coins would be perceived in the other universe. 
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Reference Number two, the vertical alignment of the "Point of Curl" to the 4 in the date on Petite Heads, 
and to the 8 in the date on Mature Heads, moves the least. As the die state evolves the Reference 
Number moves. For example, the third digit Reference Number (Mature Heads), the distance from the 
top of the first one to the bust,may be a 4 (almost touches) in an early die state, but show as a 6 (close) 


in a late die state. 


With this in mind, it should be easier to attribute those cents that "just don’t fit." Remember that 
the second digit moves the least; it can be used as a key. 


Many thanks to John "Bob" Grellman for his help 
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WILLIAM D. SMITH: FACTS AND SPECULATION 
Pete Smith 


In the last issue of P-W I identified William D. Smith as the possible identity of "Smith of Ann 
Street." According to an 1863 - 64 city directory, he lived in New Jersey and worked at 1 Ann Street 
in New York City. More facts have been found. This is a review of those facts and speculation about 
what the facts mean. 


KNOWN FACTS ABOUT WILLIAM D. SMITH 


Michael Hodder wrote and told me about an important source. It is The New - York Historical 
Society’s Dictionary of Artists in America 1564 - 1860 by George C. Groce and David H. Wallace (New 
Haven: Yale University Press, 1957) which includes this information: 


"SMITH, WILLIAM D. Engraver born in New York about 1800 and active in NYC 
from 1822 to after 1860. During part of this time he lived in Newark (N.J.) His son 
ADOLPHUS was listed as an artist in the 1850 census." 


"SMITH, ADOLPHUS. Artist, born in New York about 1828, son of WILLIAM D. 
Smith, engraver." 


This reference listed three sources. One was the 1850 census. The second was American 
Engravers upon Copper and Steel by David McNeely Staufer (1907; reprinted by Burt Franklin: New 
York). Part I has this biographical information: 


"SMITH, WILLIAM D. In 1829 this capitol line - engraver was working in Newark, 
N.J. and he was possibly a pupil of Peter Maverick. From 1835 to 1850 Wm. D. Smith 
was in business as a general engraver in New York City." 


The third reference was to a periodical issued by the Harry Shaw Newman Gallery in New York 
City. The Old Print Shop Portfolio was essentially a fixed price list of prints for sale. Their May 1946 
issue offered a print engraved by Smith from an original by C. Burton. 


Mantle Fielding’s Dictionary of American Painters, Sculptors & Engravers (New York: James 
F. Carr, 1965) lists a biography for Smith that copied the information listed in Staufer. It also has a 
biography of Peter Maverick. He was born October 22, 1780, and died June 7, 1831. He worked both 
in Newark and New York City. He was one of the founders of the National Academy of Design in 1826. 
The Staufer list of works of Smith includes prints dated between 1827 and 1848. A print of George 
Washington was "published by Ensigns & Thayer 36 Ann Street." Another print was "published at 
Smith’s Engraving Room 174 BdWay N. Y." Another print shows Smith’s address as 180 BdWay at the 
corner of Maiden Lane. Maiden Lane is three short blocks from Ann Street. 
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REPORTED FACTS ABOUT "SMITH OF ANN STREET" 


Much of what we know of "Smith of Ann Street" comes from William Woodward. There are 
three important facts: (1) his name was Smith, (2) he worked on Ann Street in New York City and (3) 
the time frame was 1859 to 1863. Richard Kenney in Struck Copies of Early American Coins (1952) 
mentions that the first reference to Smith is from the Woodward sale of December 1866. Walter Breen 
(P-W IX / 4, 7-15-75, page 173) states, "Somewhere in one of the Woodward catalogs in the 1870’s or 
80’s I learned that Smith worked mostly 1858 - 1863." I don’t have these Woodward catalogs to check 
the exact quotes. 


SPECULATION 


Are William D. Smith and “Smith of Ann Street" the same person? William D. Smith appears 
to meet all the facts stated about "Smith of Ann Street." He was an engraver. He had a shop on Ann 
Street in 1863. No other person has been found who matches the facts. 


Woodward (1825 - 1892) was only one generation removed from Smith. His information may 
have come from Smith or more likely from people who knew Smith. In the 1880’s this might have been 
considered "common knowledge" and would not have required additional explanation. At one time I 
thought "Smith of Ann Street" was intentionally cryptic, perhaps to conceal the identity of someone who 
had perpetrated a numismatic fraud. My opinion has changed. Many numismatic items have been 
produced, restruck, copied, altered or improved to meet collector demand. The engravings of Smith 
reproduced on paper were works of art. His engravings on old cents may also have been accepted as 
works of art. Also, since Smith is a common last name, and William is a common first name, there were 
many William Smiths in New York City -- but one "Smith of Ann Street" in the engraving business. For 
the people who knew him, it was a good identification. 


Much numismatic research exists in a "feedback loop." Writers quote previous sources but 
frequently add nothing new. Smith has been caught in this loop for the past hundred years. The sources 
I found have been available for years. They had not been brought to the attention of the numismatic 
community. Although I am the one suggesting that William D. Smith is "Smith of Ann Street," I don’t 
think we should all stop looking for evidence. I believe the burden of proof is now on others to come 
up with a better answer. 


* * *K KX KX K K K K K K K XK 


FUGIO FILES UPDATED, PART TWO 
Michael McLaughlin 


OBVERSE 3 


Club Ray Die: Meridian sun with 15 club rays with convex ends above sundial and base. Below base 
in exergue is MIND YOUR on top line with BUSINESS below. FUGIO to left and 1787 to right of 
sundial. Cinquefoils before and after Fugio and date. Cinquefoils: H5.5, 05.5, 06.5, H6.5. I in MIND 
is high and tilts left, ornament in sundial’s base dots I, I in BUSINESS is low. 


DIE STATES 

3 (1) Lot 1369 Stack’s 5/83. 

3 (2) Die clash: With reverse D. Lot 646 Pine Tree 10/75. 

3 (3) Die break: Rim at 80 degrees between First 7 and 8 of date. Lot 1747 Kagin’s 9/78. 
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WHAT’SIT? STATE COPPERS (TN-164) 
Research Notes from John M. Kleeberg 
Compiled and Edited by Associate Editor Gary A. Trudgen 


Over the years, retooled state coppers have been illustrated within the pages of CNL. Technical 
Note TN-73 (sequential page 622) pictures a retooled Connecticut copper of 1787. TN-73A 
(sequential page 910) shows yet another similarly re-engraved Connecticut copper, this one 
dated 1786. On the same page as the retooled 1786 Connecticut copper, TN-102 illustrates a 
retooled New Jersey copper dated 1788. Here only the obverse was re-engraved differing from 
the Connecticut coppers where both the obverse and reverse were redone. The original New 
Jersey die variety of this example was Maris 6-D, a 1787 dated variety. The variety is identified 
by the reverse die, which is known only to be married with obverse 6. Interestingly, the reverse 
impression of this specimen is from an early die state of reverse D. Normally reverse D is found 
with a break from the bottom of the shield to the left border. The retooled obverse is obviously 
a copy of Maris obverse die number 50, a horse head left variety. Finally, on the following 
sequential page a Vermont what’sit? is shown. The original coin was a Vermont Britannia or 
Ryder 13. Here the obverse design appears to have been lightly strengthened, but the reverse, 
which is always weakly struck because of a worn die, has been retooled to considerably 
strengthen the central figure, legend and date. The engraving style of the Vermont specimen 
closely matches that of the two preceding Connecticut coppers. 


Recently, John M. Kleeberg, Associate Curator of Modern Coins at The American Numismatic 
Society, uncovered additional information concerning New Jersey what’sit? specimens. He 
kindly submitted photocopies from the American Journal of Numismatics to CNL containing a 
discussion by two very prominent 19th century numismatic researchers, Dr. Edward Maris and 
Sylvester S. Crosby, concerning a then newly discovered New Jersey what’sit?. Interestingly, 
Dr. Maris, who would years later, in 1881, publish the first study of New Jersey coppers by die 
variety, was apparently deceived by the piece. 


Dr. Maris’ submission to AUN follows: 


“A NEW JERSEY CENT 
BY E. MARIS, M. D.” 


“The generous forbearance of my numismatic friends having enabled me to become the 
possessor of the remarkable New Jersey Cent disposed of in the late Thorn sale in this city, it 
seems almost a duty to furnish them with some account of it. As far as my Philadelphia friends 
are aware, one of this variety has never before been offered at public auction, nor has an account 
of it been published in any periodical or scientific work.” 


“Now let the collector select from his cabinet of Colonials all the New Jerseys struck upon a large 
planchet. From amongst these let him choose that particular specimen in which, on the reverse, 
there are unusually blunt horns to the shield, which has a projection on the left side just below 
the horn and extending toward PLU of the legend. A smaller imperfection of like character will 
be found attached to its upper part, also on the left hand side. In very many specimens too, there 
are traces of a crack in the die running from P to the milling. He will find on either hand, at the 
bottom of the shield, the sprigs in three sections, as on several others of the 87s as well as on the 
88s. He has now before him the exact reverse of the coin under consideration: undoubtedly they 
were both produced from the same die. On turning it over, he will find a large plow with elevated 
beam and sharp share, below these the date 1787. The NOVA CASAREA will be seen in large 
letters, the diphthong out of its proper position. He will not fail to observe the three sprigs under 
the horse-head. Thus far everything corresponds exactly between his piece and my own. One 
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mind seems to have planned, one hand to have executed the dies that produced each of them. But 
now we arrive at aremarkable difference. Instead of the head of the genderless beast before him, 
afflicted with poll-evil and affrighted, we may suppose, at a reflection of his own ungainliness, 
let him imagine the head of a noble Arabian steed. Let him imagine the animal inspired, not with 
the selfishness of his distinguished Darian predecessor, but with a foresight of that illustrious 
empire, which was to surpass any of Persian, of Macedonian, of Roman, or of Corsican dreams; 
an integral part of which, with agricultural implements associated, his portrait was to typify. 
With head erect, dilated eye, the right ear thrown forward, the delicate top-knot elevated, he 
expresses his emotion with a neigh. His mane is arranged in ten handsome plaits, seven of them 
gracefully flowing over his neck on the side next the observer, who, struck with his artistic 
beauty, naturally queries why he was rejected and his unworthy opponent chosen to be the pocket 
companion of New Jersey’s sons and daughters. Perhaps the correct answer will be that the artist 
was informed that he had made an unjustifiable mistake. For while the horse-head is turned 
toward the left, the plow is toward the right 








Dr. Maris sent the new discovery to Sylvester S. Crosby who examined the coin in detail and 
responded as follows: 


“Boston, Sept.. 18th, 1869. 


DR. MARIS: — DEAR SIR: Itis with great reluctance that Icommence this letter, for I fear 
you will think me inclined to repay your kindness in sending me the coin with ingratitude; but I 
beg you to suspend your judgment until you have carefully compared (as I have) your New Jersey 
cent with a variety, which, to say the least, very strongly resembles it in every respect with the 
single exception of the facing of the horse’s head.” 


regarding this piece, were it not that I believe you to be, as I trust I am, sincere in the search after 
the true origin of this as well as of all of the colonial coins. I will therefore state what my 
examination and comparisons lead me to believe. I was at first struck with the position of the 
plough in relation to the head; this, upon all coins of this series known to me, is, to use a somewhat 
awkward expression, invariably found to face the same way as he would do if drawing the plough. 
in your piece the reverse is the case. This of course did not excite any suspicion in my mind, but 
noticing the mane of the horse, it struck me that it closely resembled in its style of workmanship 
the wreaths upon some of the counterfeit cents of 1793 made by Smith, of which many have come 
under my notice within the last year: the ears, the eye, and the leaves under the head also partake 
somewhat of the same style.” 





“T should hardly venture to express an opinion adverse to that which you must entertain | 


“Pursuing my studies still further, I found the field of the coin around the head to present 
a depressed or “tooled” appearance, as if cut or scraped away, to leave the head in relief. These 
were, with the peculiar cut of the ears, and a forelock between them, the points which excited my 
suspicion. I must allow that it seems next to impossible to raise a head so boldly from a surface 
as low as part of that worked upon (if my theory is correct) seems to have been without making 
a greater depression in the field than is here shown; but, when we take into consideration the 
“caveing” of many of these dies, as shown by coins struck from them having quite a convex 
surface, I am not sure but it might have been done by one so skillful in such work as was Smith, 
nor would it have been impossible to solder, or electrotype metal upon the surface, from which 
to work out a head, as has sometimes been done to get a 9 in 1799.” 


“The question here arises, What inducement could there have been sufficient to compensate 
for the time and labor necessary to produce such an alteration?” 
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“Tt is supposed a somewhat similar work was undertaken by some person to produce a coin 
known in the Mickley Catalogue (No. 2352) as the “Bar Half-Cent”, and, although it there 
brought $18, the buyer (who informed me that it was bought by mistake) believed it to be a sheer 
fabrication.” 


“The Pine Tree Shillings of 1650 also present a similar case, for the manufacture or 
alteration of which no adequate motive can be assigned. (I have some papers relative to the advent 
of these pieces into the numismatic world, which will probably soon be published.)” 


“Might not some reason have existed (even if it did not exist in the matter of testing his own 
handiwork) for Smith, or some person as skilled (let us hope there are few such so disposed) to 
produce a coin like this, or some unique piece for a specific purpose, which, being answered, or 
failing, the coin was put out, regardless of its future effect? This, I think, may not unlikely have 
been the case. Believe me, sir, I have no object in, much less any wish to cast doubt upon this or 
any other coin. Itis not a pleasant task to perform; but being impelled to do so by a sense of justice 
to you, as well as to all interested, which I think you must approve, and to state my opinion I have 
undertaken to support my theory against the objections which presented themselves to my mind 
against it.” 


“Now, to point out evidence confirmatory of this theory, from acoin in my own cabinet, for 
I should not presume to have mentioned my doubts without some such evidence: I was impressed 
by the familiar appearance of the reverse, it having a break in the dexter chief of the shield. This 
I readily identified with the reverse of my own, although the break upon yours is much more 
extended, proving it to have been a later impress of the die; still, this identity admits of no dispute, 
as you will see. The obverses, though not so readily identified, owing to so great a change as the 
facing occasions, yet are, I think, clearly from the same die. Not the slightest difference can I detect 
in the dates or the ploughs, even slight slips of the cutter at the end of the beam being visible upon 
both. The left end of the ground line upon which the plough rests connects with a point of the 
serrated border; this line in yours is a little the heaviest, having a ragged look, and a slight break 
under it, near the point of the ploughshare; I think these are caused by the breaking away of the 
sharp edge of the die along the line, thus giving it the ragged look, and being a later impression 
may not this die have been “caved” enough in its centre to give height of metal sufficient to raise 
this head? The leaves under the head, about which also I think I see traces of “tooling” (are not 
found upon the 1788s, though that proves nothing), agree precisely in form and position with those 
upon mine, but have slight stems; here the “tooling” appears.” 


“The head has already been considered, but I will add that the front of the neck on yours 
rests upon the turban, as does the back of the neck on mine. The forms and positions of the letters 
of the legend I have also carefully compared, and find them to agree, with such slight variations 
as may be accounted for by wearing or bruising, mine being somewhat defaced. Slight marks at 
the top of the /, as if an attempt was first made to place those letters a little higher, also a slight 
mark above the left curve of the S, about midway between that letter and the border, appears on 
both, and on both also the letter A, at the cad of the legend, is lower than the other letters, and 
somewhat irregular in its form. One more point of resemblance and I finish. The points of the 
serrated border, just over the A of “NOVA”, and one point at its right are quite long; those next 
following are much shorter, and not as near the legend at the commencement of the next word, 
though they approach the legend somewhat near its end.” 


“In view of so many points of resemblance, I can come tono otherconclusion than that some 
skillful artisan has cuta head in reversed position, either having sufficient metal there, or obtaining 
it by soldering or electrotype process.” 
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“IT send with your own my specimen, that you may, without trouble of search, follow my 
comparisons. The coin reached me too late for exhibition at the meeting, but I have taken pains 
to see most of the members who were present; they were much pleased to be able to see the piece. 
I mentioned to only one of them my opinion of it, and to him sub rosa, as I did not wish to spread 
such a report without further consideration. I also showed it to some members of the Boston 
Numismatic Society, who considered it to be a rara avis.” 


“T have heard it said that “skepticism is one of the first requirements in an antiquarian.” | 
hope you will not consider me as especially fitted by nature for such pursuits!” 


“With many thanks for your kindness, and really much regret at writing you as I do, but 
hoping that you will receive it as kindly as it is intended, Iam, most respectfully, 
5.5) CROSBY” 


“P.S. I have shown your coin to J. Colburn, President of the Boston Numismatic Society, 
and he fully coincides with me in my opinion regarding it. Sac, 


The most significant design difference of the specimen in question was the horse head facing left 
while the plow was facing right. On all other New Jersey coppers the horse head and plow face 
inthe same direction. Closely reading the obverse and reverse die descriptions given by Crosby 
and Maris, there is little question that the original die variety is Maris 63-q. (See Norweb lot # 1371 
for a photo of a specimen which is nearly in the same die state as that described by Crosby and 
Maris.) The referenced photo shows that obverse die 63 was beginning to sink in the center as 
Crosby suspected, supplying the engraver with enough additional copper to form the new horse 
head facing left. Crosby's description indicates that the only design change made to the coin was 
the reversal of the horse head whose design was apparently copied from a genuine horse head 
left variety. And Crosby’s letter informs us that he also owned a similar retooled specimen made 
from the same original die variety. 


Crosby’s careful analysis of this new discovery lends credence to his subsequent claim that it was 
probably a product of “Smith of Ann Street” in New York City. It is know that Smith specialized 
in producing engraved copies of 1793 large cents made from 1794 cents and that he worked at 
this pursuit circa 1859 to 1863. Recently, Pete Smith in an article that appeared in the July 15, 
1992 issue of Penny-Wise, tentatively identified “Smith of Ann Street” as William D. Smith. He 
was apparently well known to numismatists during this era and was mentioned numerous times 
in Woodward’s auction catalogs. Thus, as Crosby suspected, “Smith of Ann Street” is a prime 
suspect for producing the retooled state coppers mentioned in this technical note. 


One final piece of correspondence was published in AJN concerning this new specimen. This 
letter follows: 


“506 WALNUT ST., PHILADELPHIA, October 14, 1869. 
Prof. CHARLES E. ANTHON, American Numismatic Society: 


DEAR SIR: Learning that one of your contributors had written an article for your 
JOURNAL. expressing doubts about the originality of a New Jersey coin, 1787 Horse Head left, 
sold in the Thorn sale in this city, 6th, 7th, and 8th September, 1869, and now in my possession, 
I would respectfully ask an opportunity to give a few good and substantial reasons why I believe 
the said coin to be a genuine piece, coined in 1787 and just as it came from the dies, wear and 
color excepted. Mr. S. S. Crosby of Boston, who has given the most plausible reasons for 
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doubting the originality of the coin, makes three important points in reference to the New Jersey 
piece.” 





“First . He is of the opinion that the horse’s head may have been cut from another and 
similar coin and soldered on the obverse of this piece in a reversed position or head looking to 
the observer’s left.” 


“Secondly. If not soldered on, it may have been made or carved from a mass of copper, 
deposited on the coin by the electrotyping process.” 


“Thirdly. If not accomplished by either of the above, the horse’s head may have been 
tooled out of a bunch of copper, hammered or “hunched” up in the centre from the piece itself 
or that the surface was worked away from the head.” 


“Tn answer to these three points I beg to state that the New Jersey copper was handed by 
the writer to Robert C. Davis, chemist of this city and a distinguished numismatist and 
numismatic expert, with the request to put the piece to any test, however severe, and prove it 
either a false or true coin. Mr. Davis first subjected the coin to a red heat, and by mechanical 
appliances endeavored to remove the horse’s head, but without success. This proved that the 
horse’s head was a part and parcel of the coin and not soldered or cemented on. Next the coin 
was examined carefully with magnifiers to see if the copper (which had become clean by the 
heating process) had been deposited on the piece by electrotyping. No evidences could be found 
to give color to such an idea, as the copper was all similar in appearance and the ring of the metal 
clear and distinct, which would not be the case if a bunch or quantity of copper had been deposited 
upon the centre of the coin.” 


“Lastly. Was the horse’s head forced up from “hunching’’ or punching the copper, or the 
surface cut away from the centre of the piece and then engraved to its present form? I cannot 
admit this presumption of Mr. Crosby’s, as the piece was submitted to the Engraver of the U.S. 
Mint and the Foreman of the Die Department in that institution. Mr. Davis, wishing to test the 
accuracy and judgment of these experts, presented the coin as a splendid specimen of engraved 
work, when each of the above-named Mint officers examined the piece with a powerful 
magnifier and denied that any part of the coin was either cut, tooled, or engraved; but was struck 
by dies, and was an original piece. Wishing to know more of the history of this peculiar piece, 
I addressed a letter to the owner of the collection in which it was found, and received the 
following reply: 


[COPY .] 
“PLAINFIELD, Oct. 9, 1869. 


DEAR SIR: I have just received your letter and will answer it immediately. I remember 
both of those reversed Jersey cents, 1787 and 1788. 1 have had them both over four years, and 
the dark one* I got of an old man that had a farm about three miles from here; he has since sold 
his farm and moved away and I think he had the piece a number of years, for in 1858 or 1859 
I was building a house opposite his farm house and he used to come over and see us at our work; 
one day in talking about coins (as we found some coins tearing down the old house) he told me 
he had a lot of coins, so a few years after I went to see him and bought all he had, and that Jersey 
cent was among the lot, for I knew when I saw it in his lot that it was valuable.” 

“Tam, very respectfully, your obedient servant, (Signed) EDWARD P. THORN” 
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“The foregoing letter is added to controvert the suggested idea that the New Jersey coin 
wasaltered by a Mr. Smith (now deceased) who was a very clever artist in producing bogus coins, 
and followed that pursuit a few years ago in the city of New York.” 

“Yours, with respect, JOHN W. HASELTINE.” 


* “This has reference to the 1787, which was black in color; the other piece was dated 1788 horse 
head left, and was a light brassy color. | es Sd 


As indicated by the preceding letter, Dr. Maris apparently quickly sold his new acquisition to 
Captain John Haseltine after hearing from Sylvester Crosby. Haseltine was a well known 
numismatist and leading dealer of coins and stamps in Philadelphia. As the new owner, he argued 
that the coin was genuine. And from Edward Thorn’s letter we learn that another reversed (horse 
head left, plow right) New Jersey copper also existed, this one dated 1788. 


The state coinage what’sit?s deserve additional study. A list of specimens that have been 
reported within the pages of CNL is compiled below. 











DATE STATE RETOOLING ORIGINAL COIN COMMENTS 

1786 Connecticut Obverse & Reverse Unknown 

1787 Connecticut | Obverse & Reverse Unknown 

1787 New Jersey  Obverse (Horse head Maris 63-q Thorn Sale / Maris / 
reversed) Haseltine 

1787 New Jersey  Obverse (Horse head Maris 63-q Crosby 
reversed) 

1788 New Jersey  Obverse (Horse head Thorn Sale 
reversed) 

1788 New Jersey  Obverse (Copy of Maris 6-D Spiro / Picker 
obverse 50) 

1788 New Jersey  Obverse (Copy of Maris14-J 
obverse 50) 

1787 Vermont Reverse Ryder 13 Picker 


lf any Patron is aware of other state copper what'’sit?s, please write to the CNL Foundation with 
information. Also, if a Patron knows the current whereabouts of the specimens reported in the 
above list, please write. Hopefully, the CNL photo file of state copper what'’sit?s can be expanded 
and a summary article written concerning these interesting works of numismatic art. GAT 
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Sow DUAL GRADING OF JOHN J. NICHOLAS, JR. AUCTION LOTS 
¢ 


John J. Nicholas, Jr. 


I recently received a copy of the galley proofs of my sale from Superi- 
or, and have noted their interesting approach to grading. First, Del Bland 
has catalogued and graded everything. However, side-by-side with Del’s 
grading is the PCGS grade. The whole collection was sent to PCGS for grading 
only (NO slabbing). Thus I think this sale will be a most interesting 
~instructional’ on grading--it makes for some interesting reading. 


For example, if Del calls a particular coin MS-60, third finest known, 
but PCGS calls it MS-63, what is it--finest? Well, you would say, it depends 
on the other pieces; but what if the other pieces have not been graded by the 
stricter standards of the past few years? Much of the Condition Census fits 
this situation, including pieces that have never been seen by current KAC’ers, 
but are “carried” as CC because old catalogues of the 1930°s, 1940's, or 


1950°s called such acoin “Brilliant Uncirculated,” or even “MS-70.” An 
example would be my 1833 N-3, graded by Del as MS-65, ‘tied for finest with 
two or three." My piece and its companion piece, Lots 844 and 845, respec- 


tively, in Stack’s March 1986 sale, had each been carried as MS-70, tied for 
finest with each other, and this MS-70 grade had been carried since both sold 
side-by-side in the 1968 Merkin sale. These two "70" coins were said to be 
followed by two "65" coins, but where are they? Or are these 65°s now 60°s? 


Another example is the 1816 N-9. Del graded this as MS-60, while PCGS 
called it MS-63. As an MS-60, Del says the piece is tied with one other for 
fourth finest. What is not said is that, of the five Mint State pieces 
carried in the Census, one is impounded in the ANS (Bork-Clapp) and one (J. 
Young-Bluestone) is untraced since its appearance in Bluestone’s 1945 fixed 
price list. Is the latter even Mint State by today’s standards? Consequent-— 
ly, my 1816 N-9 as an MS-60 is tied with the Norweb-J.R. piece for second- 
finest collectible, behind the clearly finer French-REN MS-65. And if it’s 
better than MS-60, then it’s clearly second-finest. 


Obviously, those that are serious about middle dates should go in person 
to view the lots, and check the grading, as well as their copies of the 
Condition Census. Maybe this approach, with two independent grades, will 
prove popular, since it helps give greater perspective to the collector as 
well as the historian. It’s likely that the hammer price will indicate just 
what the “true” grade is; for as an economist would say, “People vote with 
their dollars." 


So happy hunting, and enjoy the sale! 
KOK OK KK KK KK KK OK XK 
A DEFENSE OF THE G. LEE KUNTZ CATALOG 
Del Bland 
In the November issue of P-W, Pete Smith made reference to the catalog- 
ing of the G. Lee Kuntz collection of large cents by Superior. He said he was 
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“disappointed to notice a few problems,’ and hoped that his comments ‘may help 


Superior improve their standards for future catalogs.” He then went on to 
list his reasons, suggesting that the Kuntz catalog was inferior to previous 
Superior catalogs. I can find no validity whatsoever for these reasons, and 


believe that the conclusion he derived was ridiculous. 


He mentions that Lot 17 was described as, “In the very distant past, 
this coin had the sharpness of nearly Extremely Fine...” This wording was 
used to try to give an idea of the sharpness of the coin when it had been 
buried (or whatever specifically had happened to it). Certainly, the coin was 
MS-65 at one time, but that wasn’t the grade when it went into the ground. No 
net grade was given because the coin was too heavily tooled and burnished. 


Next he refers to Lot 20, the Smith Counterfeit. No further discussion 
about this is necessary other than to say that, if Pete had looked carefully 
at the edge of this cent and at the delicate tooling, he would have learned 
that Smith tooled worn 1793 cents in his workshop. 


Next igs a reference to the S-48. The note, “This is listed in Pete 
Smith’s work as VG-108" is obviously a mere typographical error. 


Referring to Lot 427 as, “Well-struck but the obverse is off center,” I 
believe that proper cataloging procedure is to describe a coin as to sharpness 
of detail (hence, “well struck") as well as to describe the centering (well- 
centered, off-center, etc.), even though centering is considered part of the 
strike. Surely Pete has seen this in other catalogs, such as those written 
for Stack’s by C. Douglas Smith, one of the best catalogers ever to describe 28 
large cent. 


As to Lot 577 being described as, “MS-60...the quality of a Mint State- 
63 coin but at K-3 is a planchet clip,” it may be Pete's understanding that a 
planchet clip does not affect condition, but that was not Dr. Sheldon’s 
feeling, nor is it the feeling of the people involved in writing the Condition 
Census for Breen’s book on the early date cents. This policy is not etched in 
stone, however. 


For Lot 857, he asks, “Isn°t rubbing still considered a sign of circula- 
tion?” Certainly it is. That is why the coin in question was graded About 
Uncirculated-55. 


Under general criticisms, Pete refers to excessively wordy descriptions, 
citing Lot 17. But is so happens that Superior Stamp and Coin Company bought 
the Ruby collection, and therefore their name is an important part of the 
pedigree. Then there are Lots 89, 116, 131, and 150. I prefer not to use the 
term “bought in,” but would rather list each firm or individual again in the 
pedigree. Some people may think this is needless, but it eliminates any 
confusion about who the coin is returned to. Nor does it happen all that 
often, at least not with Condition Census material. 


In sum, I believe that collectors and consignors to Superior sales are 
getting the best catalogs ever written for large cents, with accurate grading, 
and without the fluff so often seen in other catalogs, which tend to hype 
coins to collectors. In general, these catalogs provide no-nonsense commen- 
tary. Of course, a few errors can be found in each sale, but these are very 
minor when considering the overall quality of the grading, the writeups, and 
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the photography. These are some of the reasons why Superior has become the 
firm-of-choice to sell every copper collections. 


*K KK KK KK KK K K OK OX 
MISCELLANEOUS THOUGHTS ON E.A.C. GRADING 


Vince Marra 


I found the comments of Robert Miller in the November issue of Penny- 
Wise to be very interesting. His comment about slabbed coins being routinely 
reduced by 5 to 10 grade points to meet “EAC standards” was quite timely in 
that the same issue also carries relevant remarks by Chris Victor—-McCawley, 
relating an incident in which he judges an 1819 N2 graded MS62 BRN by PCGS to 
be an EAC EF45. I know that PCGS is lax in grading coins as Mint State, but 
this much difference makes me wonder about EAC grading, too. The coin in 
question must have been reasonably free of defects and without obvious wear or 
it wouldn’t have graded MS62. To knock it down to EF45 sounds like a harsh 
critique. Though the EAC’s recognition of a “sharpness grade’ versus a ‘net 
grade" could be considered an improvement on general grading, it does nothing 
to keep honest sellers from grading on the high side and honest buyers from 
grading on the low side--the classic grading dispute. The fact is that EAC 
grading is even more vulnerable to the type of subjectivity that gave rise to 
third-party grading in the first place. 


Our hobby has been hurt by the described phenomenon because regardless 
of whose “expert’ opinion is more correct, it has potential coin buyers 
overemphazing the notion of Caveat Emptor. Many have responded by simply not 
buying anything at all. Others have become ridiculously conservative in their 
grading and entirely unrealistic when buying. So the concept of third-party 
grading is not a bad one. Mr. McCawley’s position is well thoughtout and his 
points are well taken. But after reading them I am reminded of why I have 
converted to the opinion that general slab-bashing is not in the best inter- 
ests of coin enthusiasts. 


* * * 


Bill Jones 


If we are going to take the mystery out of EAC grading, we are going to 
have to define our standards more clearly than we have in the past. I find 
that Dr. Sheldon’s descriptions in Penny-Whimsy are too vague and of little 
practical use. Walter Breen made an incomplete effort to illustrate grades 
with photos in his half cent book, where he inexplicably claimed that he did 
not have the coins available to represent some grades. (It is interesting to 
matchthe grades in Breen’s condition census for the rare varieties with the 
die state photos, in order to get a sense of the way EAC grading standards 
were applied.) My own rule of thumb, at least for the circulated grades like 
VF and EF, is that EAC grades are 5 to 10 points lower than the legitimate 
“commercial grade" and that an EAC Fine-12 is everyone else’s Fine-15 to VF- 
20. In order to settle the issue, I think that we should work on assembling a 
grading set for one or two series at each EAC convention and then have someone 
like Bill Noyes photograph the coins. Eventually this set of photographs 
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